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Causes for the dismissal of teachers, nhich ^ave 
traditionally been judged to be within the discretionaxy. power of 
school tcards, have been closely scruti^zed in recent- court 
decisioas. The J>txe Process clause of tlrtfepourt^enth iaendaent of the' 
tl.S. Constitution has been interpreted iblxeceht litigation 
concerning faculty hiring, evaluation, and disaissal, .such that 
"tests" used for those purposes cannot be arbitrary, capricious,, or 
unreasonable. The purpose of this paper is tc exaaine recent cfratfges 
in statfE statutesi and trends in judicial decisions under the 
ftaaework <>f this iuteEFretati<Jn of the Due- Process clause, jn 
additian to a presentation of legislative acts »and judicial rulings, 
guidelines for the evaluation and disaissal of professional staff are 
discussed. (Authbr/BLF) . ' • . " 
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^ ^ ' EVALUAXIO^^D DISMISSAL OF PROFESSIONAL STAFF: 

AN EXi^NmON OP RECENT LITIGATION AND LEGISLATIVE, ACTION * • 

^Causes for 'the dismissal of 'teachers which have traditionally been 
fudged to be within the discretionary power of school boards have beep 
^closely scrutinized in refcent court decisions • The Due Process Clause of 
the Fourteenth Amendment of the U..S^ Constitution has been interpreted in 
recent litigation coqceming faculty hiring, evaluation, and dismissal, 
such that "tests" used for those purposes cannot be arbitrary, capricious 
,or unreasonable./ - • - " ' " , 

It is the purpose of this paper to examine recent changes in state 
statutes and trends in judicial decisions tinder the framework of this inter- 
pretation of the DuevProcess Clause. In addition. to a^presentation of 
legislative acts^and judicial rulings ,• guidelines for ^he evaluation and' 
dismissal of professional staff will be discussed^ 

•EVALUATION OF PROFESSIONAL 'STAFF 



The primary rests ons for evaluating teacher performance are to- provide , 
• • ' . . ^ • • ' ^ 

f-eedback £o the teacher ,and supervisor In order t^ improve the instructional 

^ ' . ^ "* : 

process, to screen those , teachers who receive greater responsibilities or 

" . ' / . ^ ^ 

raertj.pay, and to aid in making decisions concerning retention (orn^ismissal) 

and tenure. Evaluation of teachers in the^past placed an emphasis on the, 

ratings of personal traits attd qualities deemed to be necessary for success- * 

ful te'^lilng.' The ^ack of correlation between such traits and actual per— 

fOnnance led to the rating of descriptive statements of behavibrs which were 



/, 



thought to be closely related to student achi^vfe.mefit • Although such 

rating 'sheets alee still employed by th^ majority of. school districts, 

recent changes the appraisal of teaching performance attempt,, to eval- 

uate the attainment of pre-established job standards or "position expect- 

ancies." ^^^h trends'^ in teaclier evaluation are in part due to recent 

court decisions and state sjtatiites calling for teaching performance eval- • 

* \ J ^ ' * ' 

uation to be "job related." ^ ^ ' 

Several states have^enadted recent legislation to alter procedures 
for pre-tservice teacher certification and/or in-service teacher evaluation, 
Tlj^ Stuil Act\ for example, called for^ Calif or^a school districts to 
"establish a uniform system of evaluation and assessment of tTie perfor^aance 
of certificated perso\uiel." The guidelines for evaluation were to be 
"objective" and based upon "•, .standards of expected student progress. 

Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.j)rohibited discrimination 

in employment^ on tlie basis of race, religion national origin, or sex. 

/ ' ' ' ' ' ' 

Amended ^in 1972 hy the £qual Employment Opportunity Act in order tcf piace 

" ^ / • / " ^ 

public employees within its purvifew, this legislation required that tests 

a 

V . 

used for employment or performance evaluation be shown to > measure ''what they ^ 
purport to measure. In addition, it has been ruled that such ^'tests'^'of ^ 
teaching* performance can include both fonnal written, evaluations ^d the 
accumulated data from^ teacher's professional* file-. , " * * . S 



It was ruled in Baker V. Columbus Municipal' Separate gchool District 

/ ' . \^ 

(197 that ±f tests had little or no relationship to the job in question, 
then, uise is a violation of the Due "Process Clause of the' Fourteenth' ''Amend- 

A • ' ' - * ' ■ ' ^ ' ' ' ? r . : 

inent . ^ The majority stated tliaf "*..an administrator rung great risks of 

'arbit/i:ary and unreasonable results in th^ absentee o£ information whioh xe- 

^ ,/ • * ' 2 • ' 

'latejB academic qualities to teaching, success in'his district." • The. District 

'/ . . " ' ^ 

Court's holding relied upon the 1957»Supreme Court's ruling in Schwafe v. 




. «r 



Board of Examine rs^ tjiat A'^, any qualification must have a rational connection 

3 

with the applicant's fitnfess or capacity" to perform his occupatdon^'or" 



^profession. 



The Supreme* Court addressed this issue in Griggs v. D uke Power Co f (1971), 



holdihg that^ employment tests and measurement procedures must be , .a reason- 



able measure of job performance" uiider the Civil Rights Act /of 1964, and 

H that ",,. tests used must measure the person for the job and not the person 

3 ' /' ' ^ 

in the abstract."^* In a sinjilar case, scores on rating sheets were'used as 

the basis for dismissing black teachers under a court-ordered desegregation 

5 ^ ; ' 

plan in Texas. The court held in favor of the teachers, since the rating 

'Standards were "...patently subjective in form and obviously susceptible to 

completely^rSii^jective 'treatment ." ^ The court implied that assessment tech- ^ 

\ niqties and standards can and must be objective!^ . . 

A Federal Court of Appeals held that examinations for superv^.sory 

• positions in New^ork City Schools were discr/Lminatory in effedt, as* they 

. • 7 

lacked either content or predictive validity, -Content validattion, according 

to the court, requires examiners to demonstrate that they have formulated * 

* % * * 

questions and procedures based on an analysis of the job's requirements; 

* '4, ' . « 

'whereas predictive validation requires 'a showing that there is a correlation 

between a candidate's performance on the test and his actual ;job performance. 

-*> ♦ .* . ^ • ' * - 

8 ^ ' 

The Fourth Circ'u-it Court of Appeals /held in 1974 that the use of a ^ • 
score of 500 on the National Teachers Examination to^eliminate more black 

I • . ... . 

than white teachers ^ was arbitrarjr an4 disjbriminatory . Moreover/ the test 
was found to have no"* "predictive va-lidity"; the court stated that "...any 
connection between the examination and effective teaching is purelj coin-' 
cidental." 
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GUIDELINES FOR TEACHER EVALUATION • ... 



l^at^ng sheets and other instrument^ used in the evaluation of teachers 

must comply with st0te and federal 'const i tut ioaal requirements, particu- * 

larly with due process and equa 1 pro'tectjon guarantees of the Fourteenth 

Ameftdment. To be^ompatible with due p^rocess rights, a test must not be 

arbitrary, capricious or unreasonable./^ To be cons i stentiwi th equal pro- / 

tectidn, attest must nat discriminate on the basis of rac6, religion*, 

i 9 . ' ^ . 

national origin, or sex. 1 is apparent^from the cited legislation and 

judicial decisions, that the Vend in the future will' be for such tests to 

be related to job expettatioas and ac4:ual job performance. - * 
1 ' ' , ' . ' 

Redferh states that 't4ie right to Evaluate is the prerogative of the 

board and school administration; however, "...to.be futjy involved in evalu- 

ation activities is a right whfch shbuld be guaranteed staff members, by 

^ . • 10 • ' ^ 

negotiation i/ necessary.** Evaluation procedures'" are increasingly be- 

coming part of negotiated contracts between teacher assoc i atiorfs and school 



boards. Contract provisi^s generally contain suQh> stipulations, as the 
• number of. observations Jt6 be conducted 'and yby whom teachers are to, be 

observed, as well as purposes for which evaluations are conducted and pro- 
cedures for post-observation conferences and for placing reports in teachers* 
\f i les; ' ' ■ ^ * 

Al though /tnforma 1 peer-observations might be beneficial" to the improve- 
•ment of instruction thrgugh , exchanges of ideas on, teaching methods', the" 

formaU'zat ion, of peer-observations 'does not appear to be an effect|,ve method* 
\ ♦ * ' * 

"of teacher evaluation for administrative purposes. ^Formal, wr i tten' obser- 



vations and evaluations* should .be conducted by immediate .supervisors, once 

* • . ^ . . • ^ *** * 

job^ expectat ions and indivilJual go^Ts have been discussed. Observation's 
T * 

should be conducted- openly^ and should' be follawe^^by a conference-a$ soon 

. • ^ . y t , 

as possible to provide both the supervisor and leadher an opportunity to 
discuss strengtfis and weaknesses, to clarify m'i sWder stand i ngs* and to de- 
velop appropriate^ st-hategies for improvement and/or attaininent of long-term 
goals. " • . • , * 

Teacher evaluation generally includes the ^assessment of performance in 
many settings other than the class\room> A^Hermpn sugges^ts that* it [s appro- 
priate '^to include the evaluation of an. employee in any setting where 
Jie represents the, school district and where his performance is considered * 

11' / 

important to the quality of his overall job performance." In order to 
avoid the subjective na^ture-of such observations and the danger 'of m^infor- 
iTta^tion in such situations, the administrator should discuss incidents openly 
with the teacher prior to includ-ing a written statement 'in his/her file. 



, DISMISSAL OF PROrKSSIONAl, STAKK 



Procedures for 'dismissal of both .probationary and tenured teachers- 

\ -"A >r' .. • . > .• . •■ 

has -come un^er litigation in recent years. Although^teachers are protected 
under tenure laws in most states .s"chool boards have the right 'and power to 
dismiss teachers for **just cause," provided that due process procedures are 
followed for to-nured teachfers.*^ Restrictions in tenure *laws are not tp be 
viewed as^ obstructions to theNTemoval of ateacher for propfer cause; however 
•th^ ^power to'dismi^ is a discretionary power which must. not be exercised 
in' an arbitrary manner- , ' , ^ 

Removal for reasons not autl^rized by statate or local contract and 
outside the .discretionary power of the schQoL..boaraVi^as generally not been 
upheld by the courts^, ^unle^fs' the statute provides that* dismissal ^may be for 
any other **good or just cause." The purpose of -this section i^ to present 
recent cases which outline, procedures'' necessary for the dismissal o^ tenured 

and probationary teachers and which have helped define the phrase "good and 

/ > . ^ ' 

just cause." * > * 

' <C ■* ' 12 

Following the recognl4;ion by the Supreme Court that teachers acquire 

property rights in their positions, and thus cannot be dismissed without 'due 
process, many state legislatures established procedural rights for teiupr^d 
teacHers.^A probationary teacher does not generally hay^^-j^ghts to notice 
^nd* a hearing, unless the board attests dismissal during the school year, 
or if there is^ an indication of a denial of ba^ic constitutional rights.'^ 



Dismj-ssal For "Immoral"" Acts dutside The School 



^ Incident'^ which occur^Outside ^th^^lassroom may be groundsf for dismissal 




depending upcm the circumstances. .It has recently been h^ld that pel's onal 
and private conducit which <Joes not affect the'^ability to teach does not 
necessarily prove "just cause," However, if the personal conduct becomes-'' 
puW.ic through the teacher's indiscretion \)r if it directly involves students, ^ 
then 'the courts have ruled the conduct ta be cause for dismissal. 

*k hpmosexual teacher^n/^o attempted to pick-up' an off-duty police officer 

on a public beach was dismissed and subsequently had ^his teaching certificate /s-. 

13 ' . ^ / . * \ ' 

revoked. Similarly, a teache^'r was disnassed and had his cert^iricate i^ejpoved 

' ^ * ' * ' ^ \ ^ 14 * • 

for admitting to engaging in, ^homosexual relations once^withln his^ apartment. 

A lower California court ruled against the first teacher 'becaose the incident,,, * 

became public throdgh the teacl>er*s actions; however, the Calif or^iia Supreme 

Court decided in favor of the second teacher since the. incident remained .pri- 



vate and did not affect students or his a^lity to teach. The court in ^he 
latter case placed the burden of justification on the board, stating that an 



,5 



individual can be removed only upon a showing that his retention in the pro-* 

fession poses a significant danger of , harm to students, school employees^ 

' * • > ' ' ' \ 

or others who mighty be affected by his actions as a teacher *^-»iri% 

A tenured . guidance counselor who had been dismissed for spending a night 

-J • 
"» * "* * 

with an eighteen year-old former female student was reinstated by a court 

which determined that there had been no iiiterfe^rence with hjjs responsibilities 

15 * . ~ 

to his students. However, the court (pointed out that a . .dif ferent.^case 

would be presented if the specifications indicated an abuse' pf the teacher- 



pupil relationship" or if there' was ^interference with his ability to teach. ^ 

In the past, a single teacher's^ pre gnancyVwas justification for dismissal 
on the grounds of immorality. More recently^ twjd single mothers were dis- . 

* - 

missed under^a district policy which barred unwed mothers from being hired 
as teachers' aides.* Th6 policy was, declared unconstitutional under both due 
process and equal protection guarantees since it presumed that all cases of 
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' ' 16 ' * V 

unwed mothers involved "irredeemable irnmorallty. " - , 

Similarly, a tenured teacher who was married one. month and was eight 

and one-half months pregnant at the time* she" took a leave Of absence, was 

* • • 

. 17 « 

dismissed .for immorality. The Illinois Court of Appeals uphel d the 



teacKer after finding fhat there vas -no harm . done to th^stud^eiiits , faculty 

'or School; that no parents or students, had complained; and that there was 

^ ' ' 

no breakdown in her relationships with oth^r teachers or in her teaching' 
ability. > Recently in* Tabs, New Mexico, an unwed teacher- was dismissed be- 
cause of pregoancy. The Anglo teacher was reinstated 5fter^the court, d^ter- 
mined that there was a violation of equal., protection guarantees, since five ' * 
other unwed, pregnant teachers, all Chicane, had been retai\xed previously. 

^ . .[ • ■ ... 

"Immoral" acts are not limite^ to those involving sex. The dismissal <^ 

of a teaching principal, for example, was upheld for her public testamony 

" '18 
of smoking marijuana almost "daily forv twenty years. The court rilled that 

^he had ".• .intentionally ^ and ^cnowingly violated the law, because she does 

not 'personally agree. with that law,, and then publicly declared that fact 



in such a way. that it would reach Jnd' affect her pupils." * . 

^. In aumoiary,, incidents whiph o^cuiuJ^ttsida-of th"e\c3.al3^room may.be .grounds 
for dismissal if relationships wljth" studeiit-s 'or other faculty are impaired, 
iJE^he acts^ecome j^hlic thfoug^_the. teacher 's Indiscretion /ind cause d 
furor in the community-, or if ^l/e effectiveness of the teacher in^the ciass- 
v^room is diminished 



Dismissal For Public Critici^ni Of The Board* 
s 

It appears from recenti rulin^s^conceming First Amendment rights of 

// 

teachers that a school boa^d cannot completely restrict criticism of its 

* * 
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actions. Jhe Supreme Court reVersed the dis^aissal- of ,a teacher who had 

^ ' " ^ / ' / 

written a letter to the editor of the local newspaper , tcriticizlng the-^use 

19 * * 

of school finances. Since teachers are. conununify members who are not 

/ ' » - V * * ' 

•likely to have informed and defiiiite bpin^ions as to, how funds should be . 

• »- « . 

spent, the court reasoned that "•••it^ is essential that they be able to 

speak out freely on such questions without fear or retaliatory dismissal* 

In a ^similar case, *&he Supreme Court of Alaska upheld the disnjissal 

of two teachers who had published an open letter Critical of the sch6*ol ' 

\ ' } * 

• 20 ^ ^ . * ' ^ 

board. Fischer »and ^chimmel contrast this case with the previous gne, 

stating that several of.th^ teachers' statements in thi^ case concerned 

their, immediate' supervisor, false statements were not about matters of 

public record that could easily be corrected by the boar^*, and the letter 

led to intense public controversy which' lasted ^or- more than a'^'ear. , 

A U.S. Court of Appeals affirmed a lower court ruling against a non- 

tenured librarian wlio had not been rel\ired on the grounds that she had 

in,su-lted another teacher in the presence' of students, for fehoving ^he 

superintendent and for "threatening physical harm to administrative 

21 - ' ^ 

officials. The court held that her First Amendment, freedoms , had not 



be6n violated by the board. In a similar case, the Appellate 'Divisiqfi 
of 'the Superior Court of New Jersey upheld the dismissal of the^ president 
of. the. local Education Association, aftefr she had verbally att-acked the 
superintendent and school ^oard members in a speech to newly hired teachers 
in an orientation held by the school administration"'* *^ ^ 

. The U.S. Supreme Court further clarified First Amendment Rights of . 

o - . * 

* . . • f 

teachers ,in its recent ruling ^in Mt . Healthy City School District v. Doyle 
(1977) » During his probationary period, Doyl^ ha4 been involved in an 
altercation with another teaohe'r, an argument with school gafeteria employee 



and inci,dents In which he had sworn af studetits ^nd made obscene gestures/ 

' ' A ^ • ■• , ' . 

to girl students. The schoo\ board decided-not to -rehire him following 

his making.an inaccurate re-port*^ a local radio station concerning the . ^ 

* >. « • • 

adoption of a dress code for professionals. The, superintendent^ responded ' ^ 

to Doyle's demand- for an 'explanation that, the decision was bas^jed on his ^ , 

" ^ . • • ' , / " ' ^ '<^J "—^ 

'llack of • tact in 'handling professional matters," citing the obsteW .^gestures 

• \ ^ • ' ♦ * • 

used to correct, students ayd the inaccurate rep^t to the radio station,. 

• The Supreme Court reversed 'the hdldliig by both the;l>,S. District' Court 'and 

Sijtth , Circuit Court 6f Appeals' that' the board had violated the teachers, , 

^ , . 23 ' ' • 

First ahd *Fourtee?nth i^eridment rights. Although the board must f>rovide 

a hearing for ndk-tqjure^d teachers when the cSBse for dismissal involves 

constitutionally protected rigbts, the o^urt rpled that (J) the burden is ^ 

on the teacher to. show that the* free Speech activity was a "subst^antial'' 

4^ X V / . . • ' V • ' '^'^ 

or "motivating** fact or\in the board's decision, aad if so, then (2)^^t?he j 

• -v, , < . 

burdien sfiifts to the board .tcf show, that there was sufficien'f cause, for 

24 * 
di'smissal based on^other incidents. , In ather words, the board miist be ^ 

•prepared to prove' that the teacher's "record ^^as such that he would not 

' * " , ^/ , \ . <^ . . ' ^ 

have been re*h;ired in any event !^ . '\ ^ ' \ - * , ' ^ 



Dismissal For Irictdents In.The^Classryapm * ^ ' \ ' 

Academic freedom enables teachers to evaluate *and criticize beliefs 

and values of ^he past and present. The right to freely select teaching. 

me'thodS' and' materials must , Ihowever , be^'b.alaaced^ the interests 9f sxJciety, 

An Alabama co'tirt^l970) upheld the right of a teacher to use a story- 
^ * - ^ . ^ * V • 

• « . * * , — 25 X 

by Kurt Vonnegut in an eleventh grade English class. , Relying upon the 



o*^ * . . »•' • * . » 

Tinker standard, the* court concluded thatN^e use of the book was appxo- 
prlate for eleventh *gradfrs dnd did n'dt -^^ftnatferially ai{d substantially inter- 
fere with reasonable requirements of discipline in the^ school . ^ 

• ' "« <■ 

The. use of an article contaflning obscene < language in a yfeenior English 

class was upheld since the article wa^s introduced fpr educational purposes 

. ' 27 /r ' 

at an appropriate level of high school, ' In a case wipi similar circum- 



stances the dismissal;. of a nonrtenufed teacher was upheld hy a talifomia 

28 



Court of Appeals, which ruled that the usfe of a teacher-writt^en Wory^ cori- 



^taining vulgarity l!n\ a tenth grade class was justifiable cause for removal. 

A trial court upheld the dismissal of a non-tenured junior high school 
teacher^ who had reproduced student-made materials which contained references 
to sexual organs, and the sexual act. A Cali^fpcnia Court of Appeals, however, 
reversed the lower court ruling, finding that there was no disruption of 

discipline or the ^teaching process and that her^retention posed no^ danger of 

* * 29 • 

harfn to students ,or school eaproyees. 

In a similar case, three non-tenured .elementary teachers were terminated 

^or distributing a poem which referred to apparent joys of smoking marijuana 

' " ^ ' ' ' , . f ' ^ ' , . ' 

and which invited children to throw off discipline imposed on them by^the 

' ' * # * ' ' ' ' 't 

mqx.sii environment .of their homelife'. The U'.S. Court of Appeals held that 

.there, was good "causre for dismissal which did not violate the tekchers' First 

^ t 30 'x- , ■ 

Amendment or civil rights, ' 

' - ' 

• It appears that incidents occurring in the»^classroom may, or may not, . 
be grouiads fpr distiftssal, depending upon, such ci^^rcumstances as the relevance 
.of the book or language used ''to the subject being taugh^y the teacher's ; 
methods and purposes; the^:ge and maturity of- students, and the resulting- 
effect Vpn the students. ' . * , 



Hujginii''^/ sumnar-iiei 



12 ^ • , 

d recent litigation in teacher dismissal cases in 



his 'Yitn commandments you better not breafc,'^ DON'T FIRE A TEACHER: who, 
has been?^rrested for possessing. marlj.uar\a unless you have proof he can no 
longer function effectively in the classroom; whose discussion of religion 
stira up a local furor unless he /'is advancing'^ or inhibiting a particular . 
faith; for incompetency on the basis- of poor^ Btudfent test scores i^lone; 
solely for being a homosexual unless his sexual inclination adversely affects 
teaching performances j for criticizing the school administration unless 
hQ is using the classroom to advance his own gain or to promote a special 
interest; for insubordination unless school regulations are 'clearLy stated 
or reasonably understood;, for using too much creative freedom unless your 
restrictions were stated clearly and specifically beforehand; without first 
knowing the, nitty-gritty of tenure;, for refusing to salutre the flag; or 
who brings alcohol into the school unless you cai\ prove "just cause," 



GUIDELINES FOR TEACHER DISMISSAL 



' The purpose of tenure^tatutesfvas stated in 1939 as "/..to insure 

an efficient permanent staff of teachers whose members are not dependent on 

caprice for their positions as long as *they conduct themselves properly and"" 

32 

perform their duties efficiently and well/* '.Interpretations of pr9cedur.es>. 
for the" removal of teachers who do not conform to such stipulations of tenure 
statutes have come under intense litigation in recent years. -- The due process 
clause of the ' Fourteenth Amendment has been interpreted to. mean tJfat both a 
notice of charges and a hearing are necessary in all cases involving tenured 
facu\ty members. In addition,' recent cases indicate ttiat non-tenured staff 
memberTmust also be' provided. a hearing If it is shown that ^roundT^r di's- 
missal involve basic constitutional rights or violate provisions of a nego- 
t i at^'d contract . 

Trends .in recent court- decisions' indicate that "immoral'* incidents 

* ■* . * * - 

occurring outside the classroom are not necessarily grounds for (iismissal. ^ 

There i'S a tendency to link immorality with "unfitness to teach"; dismissal^ 

is likely to be upheld if Such acts diminish the teacher*s effect i^vehess^ i n. 

- * 

the classroom, impair relat ions.hi ps with students or staff, affect tl\e •• 

standing of the school as an educational institution, and create a furor in 

\ 33 ^ - 

the community. • * ° ' 

* In Addition, a school board cannot deny. First Amendment guarantee's of 
free speech whe^v teachers publ icly cri ttcize its actions, Cinless the board, 
can show a compelling n^e'd for confidentiality or that such criticism wi 1 1^ 
' . . . ^ \ . ' 



15 . . 
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•adversely affect the working^relat ionsl^ip between the teacher and school 

authorities. Furthermore, First Amendment rfghts in. cases involving academip 

freedom in the classroom have been //judged in relation to the educatiQoa+''^r" 

, V ' ' ' ^ _^J.^ — 

poses to ,be achieved through the questioned methods m^erial s '-used , and in 

relation to-the atge of ;stu.deats and resulting effects, on the students. 

It is the responsibility Of' an, administrator to actively supervise, to 

constructively evaluate, and to'assist teachers- in realizing their potential. 



Redfern states that the primary purpose of evaluation \s to improve 



p^erfor- 



mance; however, he cont^n^fes to point ot^that '*...when the evidence clearlyV^ 
indicates that the iTnproVement is not taking place and the prognosis is 
negative, w^en-do<?umented evaluative data become indispensible." 

The importance of a we 1 1 -prepared and we-l 1 -documervted case based upon 
justifiable causes for dismissal has been underscore4 heavily in recent 
decisions. Admini strators .should establish cr i terha-;Tor effective teaching 
* performance well. in advance, and should, note deficiencies, in writing. Jeach- 
ers should beaware of and should 6e provided' both time and supervisory 
guidance to overcome such deficiencies.. Accurate, up-to-date anecdptal 

It---;.-' • ' ' ■ • , 

' ^records must be°kept to show a chronology of events leading up to a dismis- ^ 

sal recommendation. 

'\ ■ ' * 

*When an administrator is contemplating making* a recommendation to deny 

tenure or to dismiss a tenured ' teacher , he should give' as much notice as 

possible and. the specific rfeasons f*Dr such a recommendation. The burden -iS' 

I ^ 

then ^lpon the teacher to improve his teaching per.f ormance'^r to demonstrate » 
that such reasons for dismissal violate basic constitutional guarantees or 
provision^ of ^'negotiated contract, rather than falling within the .relm of ' 



"just cause". 
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